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ABSTRACT
Indigenous Peoples’ Trust in Police:
Multi-Jurisdictional Issues and the Effect on Reporting
Anna Doering
Director: Dr. Bridget Diamond-Welch

The crisis of Missing and Murdered Indigenous Peoples (MMIP) has occurred for
centuries. The current structure of the criminal justice system relies on trust and
cooperation between law enforcement agencies and citizens to combat such crises. The
purpose of this research project is to assess how, if at all, Indigenous peoples’ trust in
police and willingness to report at the tribal, state, and federal levels impact MMIP.
These two dependent variables were assessed using survey results from Indigenous
peoples 18 and older. Discussion will focus on how these variables impact MMIP moving
forward.

KEYWORDS: Missing and murdered Indigenous peoples, Trust in police, Willingness to
report

iii

Table of Contents
INTRODUCTION ................................................................................................................................ 1
Indigenous/Researcher Partnership ............................................................................................ 3
A Note Terminology ..................................................................................................................... 4
LITERATURE REVIEW ........................................................................................................................ 5
Trust in Police & Willingness to Report ....................................................................................... 5
Missing and Murdered Indigenous Peoples .............................................................................. 11
Jurisdiction Complications ......................................................................................................... 12
Table 1. Jurisdiction in Indian Country................................................................................... 16
METHODOLOGY ............................................................................................................................. 17
Sample and Data Collection Procedures .................................................................................... 17
Data and Measures .................................................................................................................... 20
Control Variables.................................................................................................................... 21
Table 2. Descriptive Statistics ............................................................................................ 23
Dependent Variables ............................................................................................................. 24
Table 3. Dependent Variables Descriptive Statistics.......................................................... 25
RESULTS ......................................................................................................................................... 26
Trust in Police............................................................................................................................. 26
Table 4. Binary Logistic Model for Trust in Police .................................................................. 28
Willingness to Report ................................................................................................................. 29
Table 5. Regressions for Willingness to Report ..................................................................... 31
CONCLUSION.................................................................................................................................. 32
APPENDECIES ................................................................................................................................. 37
Appendix A: Brief for Native Women’s Society of the Great Plains .......................................... 37
Appendix B: Trust in Police & Willingness to Report Survey ..................................................... 58
REFERENCES ................................................................................................................................... 70

iv

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

Thank you to my thesis director Dr. Bridget Diamond-Welch. Thank you to my thesis
committee Dr. Thomas Mrozla and Dr. Elise Boxer. Thank you to Dr. Anna E. Kosloski
and Abi Montgomery who assisted with the collection of the qualitative data utilized in
this paper and assisted with the initial MMIP research.
This work was supported by a grant from the Chiesman Center for Democracy.

v

INTRODUCTION
“To me it’s just that simple. It’s Native people that are not around. Or that have been
murdered…there’s a lot of them that we don’t know and may never know.”
– Native Respondent on MMIP
The Missing and Murdered Indigenous People’s crisis (MMIP) has been a significant
problem since colonial times (Deer, 2015). In recent years, MMIP in the United States
has started to receive increased attention through the media and through the work of
grassroots organizations, yet there is still much to learn. Most of the current literature has
been based on violence against Indigenous women in Canada and Australia with less
systematic examination of the U.S. (Andrews, 1977; Atkins, 2007; Native Women’s
Association of Canada, 2016; Savarese, 2017).
The current structure of the criminal justice system relies on trust and cooperation
between law enforcement agencies and citizens to combat crises such as MMIP. Trust in
law enforcement means “feeling that officers will exercise their authority with the
community’s best interest in mind” (Nix, Wolfe, Rojek, & Kaminski, 2015, p. 613). Trust
can be achieved when law enforcement officers behave in fair and predictable ways – in
other words, follow procedural justice practices (Nix, Wolfe, Rojek, & Kaminski, 2015,
p. 613; Thibaut & Walker, 1975). High levels of trust in police correspond to high levels
of willingness to report, thus ensuring community safety (Chrismas, 2012; Goldsmith,
2005; Nix, Wolfe, Rojek, & Kaminski, 2015).
Historically, there has been a negative relationship between law enforcement and
Native American peoples (Campagna, 2016). Urban Indian Health Institute (UIHI) – a
Native led organization – outlined some of the many factors contributing to this
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relationship. Factors include inadequate numbers of police on reservation lands,
inadequate funding to tribal police departments, disproportionately high numbers of
deadly police encounters and traffic stops and searches involving Native American
peoples, and jurisdiction complications (Urban Indian Health Institute, 2018). These
factors foster an environment where Native American peoples receive unequal treatment
by law enforcement which may explain why Indigenous peoples have been found to have
less confidence in police (Alberton, Gorey, Angell, McCue, 2019). Mending this
relationship requires an increase in the public’s trust in police and willingness to report
when crimes occur.
There are currently no studies that examine trust in police and willingness to report as
they pertain to Native peoples in the U.S. As far as we could ascertain, this study will be
the first to examine these two variables with this population. Findings will provide a
deeper understanding of the complexities of MMIP since law enforcement play an
integral role in collecting, tracking, and investigating missing and murdered persons
reports.
Utilizing findings from a survey, found in Appendix B, this project will investigate
two research questions: (1) how, if at all, do demographic factors and procedural justice
influence trust in police, and (2) how, if at all, do demographic factors and trust in police
influence willingness to report. As will be discussed further below, to address
complications from jurisdiction issues experienced by Native victims of crime, both
questions will be examined at the tribal, state, and federal levels. To better understand the
context behind these questions, we will first look at previous literature on the two
dependent variables of trust in police and willingness to report. Then, we will examine
2

why these two variables are expected to be low among Native American communities by
looking at historical relationships, colonialism, and jurisdiction complications. This will
be followed by an examination of the methods utilized in this research project and the
resulting sample. Results will analyze two research questions using binary logistic
regression and logistic regressions. Finally, we will examine what these findings mean in
relation to the MMIP crisis and how they can direct future findings. Prior to these
discussions, I will briefly introduce the partnerships that made this research possible.

Indigenous/Researcher Partnership
This study was created through a partnership established with Native Women’s
Society of the Great Plains (NWS). This partnership plays an integral role in the research
project because research has become a form of dehumanization. Native peoples are one
of the most heavily researched demographics but historically have not benefited from the
research (Smith, 2012). Rather, proper research methodologies have been defined by
white researchers, and these methods and perspectives have continued to exploit Native
American peoples (Smith, 2012). The partnership with NWS aims to ensure this research
is not carried out in an exploitative manner. It is because of this partnership that this
research study was primarily for Native American individuals living within the six
northern Great Plains states NWS serves, though the data does include responses from
those living beyond this specific region. The quotes cited at the beginning of each section
are the result of prior research with NWS as well. An overview of the findings from this
research were compiled into a brief – located in Appendix A – for NWS. The brief
provides a general overview of MMIP in the northern Great Plains including an
examination of (1) the prevalence of MMIP, (2) how often cases are report and to which
3

agency cases are reported, and (3) how satisfied Native American peoples are with law
enforcement’s response.

A Note Terminology
The term Native American will be the terminology used to refer to Native
American/American Indian/Indigenous peoples living within the United States. This term
was chosen because it implies Native peoples were originally from the United States and
did not migrate from another location. Secondly, the term Native American is the selfidentification term utilized by many people in the Great Plains region. The term
Indigenous will be used when referring to Indigenous peoples living beyond the United
States, such as Indigenous peoples of Canada and Australia. Indigenous is an allencompassing term for those who were the original settlers of their land that was later
settled by other peoples. The term American Indian will be used only when referring to
the legal name of Native American peoples in the United States. The legal term, Indian
Country, refers to federally recognized reservation land or land set aside for the use of
Native American peoples (Department of Justice Archives, 2001). Frequently, murdered
and missing women or murdered and missing women and girls is used to refer to the
phenomenon of murdered and missing (Sovereign Bodies Institute & Brave Heart
Society, 2019; Urban Indian Health Institute, 2018). This paper does not use this term
because we do not restrict to women or girls in our questions, allowing for individuals to
report on their murdered or missing men, boys, Two-Spirit, or gender nonconforming
relatives. To reflect this, we will use murdered and missing people (MMIP) throughout
the report.
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LITERATURE REVIEW
Trust in Police & Willingness to Report
“Maybe she wouldn’t have had to go through more abuse if the cops had taken her
seriously.”
– Native Respondent on MMIP
“They probably don’t trust law enforcement.” – Native Respondent on MMIP
Trust in law enforcement is an important issue for Native communities because
varying levels of public trust inhibits law enforcement’s ability to adequately fulfill their
duties (Sunshine & Tyler, 2003). Historically, trust in law enforcement and other criminal
justice agencies has been low (Sarat, 1977). There have been few studies on Native trust
with preliminary research based on Canadian Indigenous peoples’ confidence in police
(Alberton, Gorey, Angell, McCue, 2019; Cao, 2014; Cao, 2019). But given historic
mistreatment (Urban Indian Health Institute, 2018) and current underfunding (LunaFirebaugh, 2007), it is likely that trust is low today. This section will introduce trust in
police literature based on the U.S. population as a whole and within Indigenous
populations specifically. The literature will examine why trust in police is important, how
trust in police influences willingness to report, and how changes in police behavior can
increase both factors. Next, we will focus on how external factors such as social class,
police contact, and prior victimization, can influence levels of trust in police and
willingness to report a crime. Finally, discussion will focus on trust in police literature
within Indigenous populations.
Understanding levels of trust in police is important for three key reasons. First,
varying levels of trust in police has led to polarized public opinion which inhibits police’s
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ability to adequately fulfill their responsibilities (Sunshine & Tyler, 2003). Second, trust
implies that citizens respect law enforcement’s discernment and decisions despite lacking
expertise about the actions carried out by police (Nix, Wolfe, Rojek, & Kaminski, 2015).
Third, there is a positive correlation between trust and voluntary cooperation –
willingness to report (Nix, Wolfe, Rojek, & Kaminski, 2015; Tyler, 2005; Sunshine &
Tyler, 2003). This is because citizens view police actions as predictable and acceptable
(Nix, Wolfe, Rojek, & Kaminski, 2015; Tyler, 2005; Sunshine & Tyler, 2003). When
police are trusted and the public is willing to cooperate and report instances of crime, it
ensures higher levels of community safety because police can rely on the public’s
voluntary cooperation to reduce crime (Chrismas, 2012; Goldsmith, 2005; Nix, Wolfe,
Rojek, & Kaminski, 2015). Theoretically, this ideology can be applied to the crisis of
MMIP because if Native American peoples have high levels of trust in police, they are
willing to report instances of crime which should assist with actively combating the
crisis. To fully understand trust in police, it must be defined (Nix, Wolfe, Rojek, &
Kaminski, 2015; Tyler, 1900).
Trust in police is established when the community views police as honest,
competent, and fair when enforcing laws and protecting the community (Hu, Dai,
DeValve, & Lejeune, 2020; Miles-Johnson & Pickering, 2018; Tyler, 1990; Tyler, 2005).
Previous research shows trust can be improved through the process-based model of
policing (Tyler, 2005). The processed-based model of policing is grounded in the idea
that citizens are more concerned with the fairness of the procedures utilized to reach an
outcome rather than the outcome itself (Nix, Wolfe, Rojek, & Kaminski, 2015; Thibaut &
Walker, 1975). Citizens’ view of the police can be shaped by how police treat citizens
6

during each interaction (Gau & Brunson, 2009; Murphy, Hinds, & Fleming, 2008;
Murphy, Tyler, & Curtis, 2009). Specific interactions with law enforcement translate to
peoples’ generalized view of law enforcement overall which means each interaction can
either boost or undermine police officers’ perceived legitimacy (Mazerolle, Antrobus,
Bennet, & Tyler, 2013; Sunshine & Tyler, 2003; Tyler, 1990).
There are three procedural justice practices that have been identified to be of
special importance when increasing trust. The first is neutrality within the decisionmaking process. The second is respectfulness. Citizens should feel respected during their
interactions with law enforcement. Third is providing citizens with a voice in the
decision-making process (Tyler, 2005). If these procedural justice practices are followed,
trust in police can be increased because of the public’s belief that law enforcement are
behaving in a procedurally fair manner and exercising their authority properly (Nix,
Wolfe, Rojek, & Kaminski, 2015).
The same findings are true regarding compliance and cooperation with police or
willingness to report (Jackson, Bradford, Stanko, & Hohl, 2012; Murphy et al., 2008;
Murphy & Barkworth, 2014; Murphy & Cherney, 2012; Murphy, Tyler, & Curtis, 2009;
Sunshine & Tyler, 2003; Tyler & Fagan, 2008). When police behave in a procedurally
just fashion, they boost their legitimacy within the public (Mazerolle, Antrobus, Bennet,
& Tyler, 2013; Tyler, 2003). Legitimacy encourages both self-compliance with the law
and cooperation (Reising, Tankebe, & Mesko, 2014; Tyler and Fagan, 2008). Dai, Frank,
and Sun (2011) further found that cooperation between law enforcement and citizens can
best be achieved when police officers’ have a respectful demeanor and allow citizens to
have a voice during the decision-making process.
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Public perception could be influenced by multiple factors including neighborhood
conditions, social class, police contact, and victimization (MacDonald & Stokes, 2006;
Murphy & Barkworth, 2014). Previous research indicates prior victimization is
significantly related to a negative view of the police (Callanan & Rosenberger, 2011;
Hawdon, Ryan & Griffin, 2003). When looking specifically at trust, a study by Berthelot,
McNeal, and Baldwin (2018) showed people who had experienced vicarious violent
victimization (meaning a household member or a household member and oneself had
experienced violence victimization) and direct non-violent victimization (meaning
oneself had been the victim of a non-violent crime) had lower levels of trust in police.
For victims of crime to view police positively, studies have shown police must provide to
victims with information they have requested, portray non-victim blaming attitudes,
follow up on cases, and create space for victims to have a voice (Elliott, Thomas, &
Ogloff, 2012; Wemmers, 1999). Findings show there is a positive correlation between
victims who perceive law enforcement as using positive procedural justice practices and
victims who are willing to report (Murphy & Barkworthy, 2014; Tankebe, 2013).
While there is some research that indicates that race impacts public perception of
law enforcement (MacDonald & Stokes, 2006), this research has not examined Native
populations specifically. There are several reasons to expect low levels of trust in police
or willingness to report based on the historically negative relationship between law
enforcement and Native American peoples specifically (Campagna, 2016). A lack of law
enforcement personnel and funding within Indian Country may be contributing to this
relationship. Law enforcement personnel and funding within Indian Country have been
sparse for decades. A report released by the U.S. Civil Rights commission in 2003
8

reported law enforcement spending on reservations to be 40 percent lower than the
national average. Reports showed an average of $83 was spent on each resident in Native
communities compared to $104 per person in non-Native communities. These striking
numbers caused the report of the Executive Committee for Indian Country Law
Enforcement Improvements to issue a public safety crisis in Indian Country (LunaFirebaugh, 2007).
Besides a lack of funding, there is a shortage of police working in Indian Country.
As of 2000, there were a mere 171 law enforcement agencies, and the remaining
approximately 340 federally recognized tribes were policed by the Bureau of Indian
Affairs Law Enforcement Services (BIA-LES) or by state police in Public Law 280 areas.
In Public Law 280 areas, the state government has jurisdiction over tribal land rather than
the federal government (Prucha, 2000). The BIA-LES police were funded by the BIA
meaning officers were held accountable to the BIA (federal government) rather than to
the tribal governments and tribal citizens. However, at the start of the twentieth century,
the BIA-LES police were reduced and could not sufficiently fill all the law enforcement
needs, which led tribal governments to enact the Indian Self-Determination and
Education Assistance Act, also known as Public Law 93-638. Public Law 93-638 was
created in 1975 under the Nixon Administration and allowed tribes to “assume the
responsibility for programs and services administered to them on behalf of the Secretary
of the Interior through contractual agreements” (U.S. Department of Interior, n.d.). This
meant tribal governments could police their reservation, rather than the BIA-LES if a
Public Law 93-638 contract was signed. Tribal police could carry out law enforcement
duties in exchange for federal funding. Enacting a PL 93-638 contract allows tribes to be
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accountable to their people without federal interference. Yet, one critique is “there is no
mechanism, however, to ensure that the services are in fact provided, nor are there any
external standards against which the services provided are routinely measured” (LunaFirebaugh, 2007, p. 49).
It is likely these historical patterns of unequal treatment may result in
contemporary low levels of trust in police, similar to the low levels of trust found among
other minority groups (Hu, Dai, DeValve, & Lejeune, 2020; Miles-Johnson & Pickering,
2018; Sunshine & Tyler, 2003). Research on Canadian Indigenous peoples (whose
experience with law enforcement is similar to Native peoples in the U.S.) supports this
supposition. For example, Cao (2014) found that Canadian Indigenous peoples have low
levels of confidence in police (Cao, 2014). Levels of trust and confidence in police have
previously been used interchangeably to assess public attitudes towards police, though
more recent studies have aimed to distinguish between the two variables (Cao, 2014; Hu,
Dai, DeValve, & Lejeune, 2020). Canada has released some literature centered on
Canadian Indigenous peoples’ confidence in police while this paper is among the first
literature to focus on Native American peoples’ trust in police and willingness to report in
the United States. Cao’s study (2014) found that Canadian Indigenous peoples’
confidence in police was significantly lower than non-Indigenous peoples, though the
confidence level was not as low as previous qualitative studies eluded. The study also
found confidence was predictable if Indigenous participants’ expressed trust in police
(Cao, 2014). When looking specifically at Indigenous peoples’ confidence, a 2019 study
– aimed to expand Cao’s initial research – found that having at least two involuntary
contacts with police within the past year was the strongest predictor of a lack of
10

confidence in police. This finding held true for Indigenous and white participants in
Canada; yet, this does not suggest racial identity is insignificant in the findings as
Indigenous peoples were almost two times more likely to report a lack of confidence in
police compared to non-Indigenous participants (Alberton, Gorey, Angell, McCue, 2019).
To further understand why trust in police among Native Americans in the U.S. may be
low, we must examine the crisis of MMIP and jurisdiction complications within the
criminal justice system.

Missing and Murdered Indigenous Peoples
“Whether it’s jurisdiction, whether you’re in an urban area, whether you’re on the
reservation, there’s just a higher rate of violence towards Native women.”
– Native Respondent on MMIP
The epidemic of missing and murdered Indigenous people – is the result of
multiple forces colliding with one another. The intersections of colonialism, historically
negative relationships with law enforcement, and gaps in federal Indian policy have
fostered an environment where Native Americans face disproportionately high violence
levels compared to all other demographics. An end to this violence currently relies on
trust and cooperation between law enforcement agencies and citizens, including Native
American peoples; but first, we must understand the origins of MMIP in colonialism to
fully understand the complexities in mending this relationship and re-establishing trust.
The literature shows MMIP and violence against Native American peoples is
rooted in colonialism. Colonization by European settlers meant the imposition of a
patriarchal society in which Native American women were oversexualized and
dehumanized (Deer, 2015). European forces implemented the use of involuntary
sterilization and forced abortions to dehumanize and oversexualize Native women into
11

passive observers (Estes, 2019). Oversexualized images depicting Native women as
“Indian princesses” and Native “squaws” continue to be present today as Native
American women are subjugated, and white men perceive a right to trespass Native
American women’s bodies (Deer, 2015; Smiley, 2016).
The same level of violence that originated with colonialism has remained constant
to create today’s staggering statistics. The National Institute of Justice (Rosay, 2016)
published a report in 2016 stating that 84.3% of American Indian or Alaska Native
women and 81.6% of American Indian or Alaska Native men will experience violence
during their lifetime. When examining sexual violence specifically, statistics show 56.1%
and 27.5% of American Indian or Alaska Native women and men, respectively, will
experience sexual violence (Rosay, 2016). A 2018 report from Urban Indian Health
Institute found there were 5,712 reports of missing Native American women in the
United States. According to the National Crime Information Center, only 116 (2%) of
these cases were recorded into the Department of Justice missing person database, also
known as the National Missing and Unidentified Persons System (Urban Indian Health
Institute, 2018). Law enforcement are often responsible for the intake and processing of
such reports (Urban Indian Health Institute, 2018).

Jurisdiction Complications
“We couldn’t do anything because they weren’t tribal members.”
– Native Respondent on MMIP
“This is the problem: It doesn’t matter where Indian girls go, they’re not safe.”
– Native Respondent on MMIP
“With violence, jurisdiction is a barrier which leads to this.”
– Native Respondent on MMIP
12

Trust in police and willingness to report may be further complicated by
jurisdiction issues. While colonialism marked the beginning of violence against
Indigenous peoples, institutions – such as the criminal justice system – have allowed the
violence to continue (Deer, 2015). The criminal justice system is a multi-faceted system
involving law enforcement, courts, and corrections. Each of these institutions works
separately, and in unison, to ensure that those who commit crimes are identified, tried,
and punished according to United States law. Citizens must trust law enforcement and be
willing to report instances of crime for the system to operate effectively. However,
jurisdiction complications may interfere with proper reporting. This section examines
how Native American populations are often subject to three different criminal justice
systems – federal, state and tribal. The literature explains how federal Indian policy
(defined below) has created a maze between these three jurisdictions making it difficult
for proper reporting and prosecution of cases. Table 1 illustrates the complexities when
deciding which level of government has jurisdiction over a case.
Crimes involving Native peoples in Indian Country are subject to federal Indian
policy. The result is that Native peoples are often subject to three different criminal
justice systems complicating Native American’s relationship with justice and has been
argued to contribute to the MMIP crisis (Deer, 2015). Tribal nations in the United States
are “domestic, dependent nations” as defined in the Cherokee v. Georgia court case.
Therefore, tribal nations have the authority to create their laws, police their lands, and
prosecute crimes that occur in Indian Country – under certain circumstances – but the
federal government can still limit tribal sovereignty (Hill, 2010; Sands, 1998). The
federal government has limited tribal sovereignty in a few significant ways. The first
13

significant breakdown in tribal sovereignty came following Ex Parte Crow Dog case’s
decision. In this case, Crow Dog murdered Spotted Tail in Indian Country. Both
individuals were Lakota, so the tribe handled it according to the traditional values of
restorative justice. The territorial court claimed jurisdiction and a jury found Crow Dog
guilty ordering him to be hung. Crow Dog appealed his conviction and made its way to
the Supreme Court. The Supreme Court ruled in favor of Crow Dog overturning his
conviction and resulting in his release. The Supreme Court reaffirmed tribal justice and
jurisdiction. Following the decision, the federal government passed the Major Crimes Act
(MCA) due to external pressures. The MCA initially granted the federal government
jurisdictional power over seven major crimes, and it was later expanded to 13 major
crimes today, including murder and sexual assault (Deer, 2015; Hill, 2010; Sands, 1998).
Enacting the MCA meant perpetrators could be tried for offenses at both the tribal
and federal level, but tribal power was limited. Originally, tribal governments could
sentence offenders to a maximum of one year in tribal prison per offense. In 2010, the
Tribal Law and Order Act (TLOA) addressed this limitation to deliver adequate
sentences. The TLOA “enhances tribes’ authority to prosecute and punish criminals;
expands efforts to recruit, train and keep Bureau of Indian Affairs (BIA) and Tribal
police officers; and provides BIA and Tribal police officers with greater access to
criminal information sharing databases” (U.S. Department of Justice, 2018). The law
specifically grants tribal governments the authority to impose three-year maximum
sentences instead of one-year sentences (Deer, 2019).
The second blow at tribal sovereignty occurred during the decision in the
Oliphant v. Suquamish Indian Tribe case where the Supreme Court decided Native
14

American tribes do not have jurisdiction over non-Natives who commit crimes in Indian
country. These cases are to be handled by state or federal courts (Meisner, 1992).
Finally, tribal sovereignty was further challenged by the Dawes Act of 1887. The
Dawes Act allotted a specific amount of land to each Native family and sold the
remaining land to non-Native peoples creating a “checkerboard effect.” The
“checkerboard effect” is where land within the boundaries of reservations is either
privately owned (Native or non-Native), owned by the tribe, or held in trust by the federal
government (Prucha, 2000). This land ownership impacts jurisdiction; as a result,
whether the state or tribe has jurisdiction over a case may be contingent upon which side
of the road the crime occurred.
These landmark decisions sanction violence against Indigenous women. Today,
one in three Native American women will be sexually assaulted or raped in their lifetime
(Deer, 2015); Native women are also more likely to experience sexual violence at the
hands of non-Native perpetrators when compared to other non-Native victims of sexual
assault (National Congress of American Indians, 2018a). In addition, Native women are
murdered at ten times above the national average, which makes it the third leading cause
of death (Savanna’s Act, 2017; Urban Indian Health Institute, 2018).
To combat MMIP, a series of bills were introduced starting with the Violence
Against Women Reauthorization Act of 2013 (VAWA). This Act granted tribal courts the
authority to prosecute non-Native peoples in domestic violence or dating violence
situations if the non-Native person had close connections to the tribe. However, this
legislation still contained a few significant flaws. First, VAWA did not provide tribal
15

governments the ability to prosecute non-Native perpetrators in rape cases. Second,
VAWA requires tribes to have a jury of their peers, provide defendants with an attorney
if they cannot afford one, and multiple other factors. If the tribe cannot meet these
requirements, they cannot enforce the VAWA legislation (Castillo, 2015). These
requirements may explain why only 18 tribes could utilize VAWA five years after its
enactment (National Congress of American Indians, 2018b).
The jurisdictional maze between tribal, state, and federal governments inhibits the
criminal justice system’s response to crime in many ways. When a crime occurs, it can be
unclear which level of government has jurisdiction over the case. This can delay law
enforcement’s response to the crime which can inhibit the collection of crucial evidence
(Grisafi, 2020). In other cases, evidence can be lost or withheld as it travels from one
level of government to the next. For example, this has been shown to occur when the
federal government declines to prosecute a case; it is instead transferred to the tribal
government, but the evidence is not released from the federal level (Grisafi, 2020).
Table 1 describes illustrates the multiple factors influencing which level of
government has jurisdiction over crimes in Indian Country. Jurisdiction is dependent on
the race of the perpetrator, race of the victim, and type of crime. It is important to note
that in some cases – such as that involving a Native offender, a Native victim, and a
major crime – jurisdiction can fall under two levels of government. In this case, tribal and
federal governments have jurisdiction meaning the perpetrator can be sentenced at each
level without it being considered double jeopardy.
Table 1. Jurisdiction in Indian Country
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Perpetrator
Non-Native
Non-Native
Non-Native
Native
Native
Native
Native
Native

Victim
Crime
Non-Native All crimes
Native
All crimes
Victimless
Native
Major crime
Native
Other crime
Non-Native Major crime
Non-Native Other crime
Victimless

Jurisdiction
State jurisdiction
Federal jurisdiction
State jurisdiction
Concurrent federal and tribal jurisdiction
Tribal jurisdiction
Concurrent federal and tribal jurisdiction
Concurrent federal and tribal jurisdiction
Tribal jurisdiction with some incidents of federal jurisdiction
(Montana Budget & Policy Center, 2020)

The MMIP crisis is partially rooted in a historically negative relationship between
the criminal justice system and Native American peoples; more specifically, the negative
relationship between law enforcement and Native American peoples (Campagna, 2016).
The foundation to these relationships began with colonialism (Deer, 2015) and have since
created a disproportionate level of violence against Native American peoples (Rosay,
2016). Due to the current structure of the criminal justice system, solutions to MMIP are
reliant upon trust and cooperation (willingness to report) between law enforcement and
U.S. citizens – Native and non-Native. This study is the first to examine trust in police
and willingness to report among Native American peoples in the U.S. These two
variables are assessed separately at the tribal, state, and federal levels because of
jurisdiction complications that create barriers to proper reporting.

METHODOLOGY
Sample and Data Collection Procedures
All methods utilized were reviewed and approved by the University of South
Dakota’s institutional review board. All participants were provided with the informed
consent document before they participated in the research and had the option to withdraw
17

at any point. A survey was designed to assess Native peoples’ trust in police and
willingness to report a crime to the police. The survey comprised of six parts:
demographics, victimization, previous interactions with law enforcement, willingness to
report, missing and murdered Indigenous persons, and procedural justice. A copy of the
survey can be found in Appendix B. The survey was distributed through a targeted
Facebook advertisement. The advertisement targeted individuals 18 years or older who
lived in Minnesota, Montana, Nebraska, North Dakota, South Dakota, and Wyoming.
The Facebook advertisement allowed individuals to access the survey through a link in
the description or by texting MMIP to a five-digit number. If they chose to text MMIP,
participants received an automated message with the survey link or participants could
type in their address to receive a physical copy of the survey along with a prepaid
envelope. Participants must have been at least 18 years old to take the survey and identify
as Indigenous. Participants who completed the survey were entered into a drawing to
receive one of twenty gift cards for $25. All contact information was kept separate from
participant surveys.
A total of 413 surveys were collected. One hundred and nine responses (109)
were excluded from the analysis because there were no responses to the survey questions
or because the response only contained demographic information. Ten (10) responses
were deleted because the participant(s) either did not identify as Indigenous or did not
select ‘American Indian,’ ‘Alaska Native,’ or Native Hawaiian or other Pacific Islander’
as their racial group and specified that their tribal affiliation was outside the United
States. The resulting sample of 294 participants is described in Table 2. Participants were
primarily female (87%) and between 25 – 54 (80%). The majority were Minnesota and
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South Dakota residents (86, 30% each). Participants’ tribal affiliation was grouped into
five categories to avoid identification. The largest category of participants were “Sioux”
(123, 43%) followed by “Ojibwe” (83, 29%). The category “Sioux” more specifically
includes Cheyenne River Sioux, Crow Creek, Fort Peck Sioux, Oglala Lakota, Lower
Brule Sioux, Northern Cheyenne, Rosebud Sioux, Santee Sioux, Sisseton Wahpeton,
Spirit Lake Nation, Standing Rock Sioux, and Yankton Sioux. The term “Sioux” was
used for this category because some participants identified using this term. This term
encompasses those who are Lakota/Dakota/Nakota. The category “Ojibwe” includes Bois
Forte Band of Chippewa, Chippewa Cree, Fond du Lac Band of Lake Superior
Chippewa, Leech Lake Band of Ojibwe, Mille Lacs Band of Ojibwe, Red Lake Nation,
St. Croix Band of Chippewa, Turtle Mountain Band of Chippewa, and White Earth
Nation. The category “Other” includes those who identified as Arapaho, Assiniboine,
Blackfeet, Cherokee, Confederation Salish and Kootenai Tribes, Creek, Gros Ventre,
Mestiza, Mohawk, Navajo, Omaha, Sarcee, Shawnee, Shinnecock, Shoshone, Tap Pilam
Coahuiltecan, Three Affiliated Tribes, Winnebago, and Yaqui. The “Multiple” category
was used for participants who stated multiple tribal affiliations. Ten (10) participants did
not respond. Participants who indicated they lived on a reservation were asked on which
reservation they resided. Reservations identified included Blackfeet, Cheyenne River,
Crow, Crow Creek, Flathead, Fort Belknap, Fort Berthold, Fort Peck, Lake Traverse,
Leech Lake, Lower Brule, Lower Sioux, Mille Lacs, Northern Cheyenne, Omaha, Pine
Ridge, Red Lake, Rocky Boy, Rosebud, Santee, Spirit Lake, Standing Rock, Turtle
Mountain, White Earth, Wind River, and Yankton. The descriptive statistics showing
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how many participants indicated living on each specific reservation were excluded to
avoid participant identification.

Data and Measures
We used logistic and regression analysis to analyze the two dependent variables
of trust in police and willingness to report. There were five demographic factors used in
both analyses: sex, age, reservation, prior victimization, and previous police contact. The
sixth variable used when assessing trust in police was a scale of procedural justice. The
sixth variable used when assessing willingness to report was trust in police. These
variables were used as controls because it is consistent with previous trust in police
literature (Nix, Wolfe, Rojek, & Kaminski, 2015). More specifically, reservation was
included in the analysis because of the jurisdiction barriers that exist when responding to
crimes in Indian Country (Deer, 2015). Prior victimization was included as previous
research shows those with prior victimization have a more negative view of police
(Brown & Benedict, 2002; Callanan & Rosenberger, 2011; Hawdon, Ryan & Griffin,
2003). Previous police contact was included because previous research indicates
involuntary prior contact with police leads to less confidence in police (Cao, 2014);
though one limitation in this research is that prior contact was measured on a
dichotomous scale (yes, no) and measured based on number of previous contacts instead
of whether these contacts were voluntary. The procedural justice scale was utilized when
analyzing trust in police as previous research shows a positive relationship between these
two variables (Nix, Wolfe, Rojek, & Kaminski, 2015; Tyler, 2005). Trust in police was
included in the regression analysis for willingness to report due to the positive
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relationship between these two variables in prior research (Nix, Wolfe, Rojek, &
Kaminski, 2015; Tyler, 2005; Sunshine & Tyler, 2003).
Control Variables
Sex. Participants selected their sex. Response options included male, female, twospirited, female-to-male transgender, male-to-female transgender, and other (see Table
2). Two (2) participants did not respond.
Age. Participants were asked to indicate their age in years. If they were under 18,
they did not qualify to participate in the survey (see Table 2). There was one (1)
participant who did not respond.
Reservation. Participants were asked if they lived on a reservation (see Table 2).
If a participant did live on a reservation, they were asked to specify which reservation
they resided (see Sample and Data Collection Procedures).
Prior Victimization. To assess previous victimization, participants were asked
three questions (see Table 2) (1) “In the last year, how many times have you, a family
member, or a close friend been the victim(s) of a property crime (e.g. burglary, theft,
vandalism)?” (2) “In the last year, how many times have you, a family member, or a
close friend been the victim(s) of a violent crime (e.g. murder, rape, assault, robbery)?”
(3) “In the last year, how many times have you, a family member, or a close friend been
the victim(s) of a hate crime (e.g. a crime motivated by prejudice on the basis of race,
religion, etc.)?” Answer options included: none, 1 time, 2-3 times, 4-5 times, more than 5
time, and “I don’t know.”
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Previous Police Contact. Participants were asked to indicate if they have ever had
previous contact with tribal, state, and federal police (yes, no, prefer not to answer) (see
Table 2). These three questions were asked separately. When referring to tribal police,
tribal police agencies were those attached to tribal governance – for example, Oglala
Sioux Tribal Police Department and Rosebud Sioux Tribal Law Enforcement. The term
state police referred to any non-tribal and non-federal law enforcement officers such as
county law enforcement, city law enforcement, and the Division of Criminal
Investigation (DCI). The term federal law enforcement referred to the Federal Bureau of
Investigation (FBI) and the Bureau of Indian Affairs (BIA).
Procedural Justice. To create the procedural justice variable, responses to the
following three statements were added together (see Table 2): (1) “[Tribal, state, federal]
police treat citizens with respect” (2) “[Tribal, state, federal] police take the time to listen
to people” (3) “[Tribal, state, federal] police explain their decisions to the people they
interact with.” These three statements were measured on a four-point Likert scale where
one (1) equaled “strongly disagree” and four (4) equaled “strongly agree.” This
procedural justice variable is consistent with previous procedural justice literature (Nix,
Wolfe, Rojek, & Kaminski, 2015). A higher score indicates a higher, more positive
perception of procedural justice. A check of reliability for tribal police procedural justice
showed the Cronbach alpha was 0.81. The Cronbach alpha for state police procedural
justice was 0.78 and 0.78 for federal police procedural justice. Each is high enough to
indicate reliability in creation of a single scale (Cortina, 1993).

22

Table 2. Descriptive Statistics
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Dependent Variables
Trust in Police. Trust in police is the first dependent variable of interest.
Participants were asked to say how much they agreed with the following statement at the
tribal, state, and federal level (see Table 3): “[Tribal, state, federal] police can be trusted
to make decisions that are right for my community.” This variable was measured on a
four-point Likert scale (strongly agree, agree, disagree, strongly disagree). However,
given the extreme negative skew (most strongly disagreed, see Table 3), we created a
bivariate variable. Those who answered “strongly disagree” or “disagree” were coded as
zero (0). Those who answered “strongly agree” or “agree” were coded as one (1).
Willingness to Report. Willingness to report was the second dependent variable of
interest. To assess this dependent variable at the tribal, state, and federal levels,
participants were asked on a Likert scale how much they agreed (strongly agree, agree,
disagree, strongly disagree) with the following five statements (see Table 3): If a crime
occurred, I would (1) help [tribal, state, federal] police find someone suspected of a crime
by providing them with information, (2) willingly assist [tribal, state, or federal] police if
asked, (3) call [tribal, state, federal] police to report a crime, (4) report dangerous or
suspicious activities to [tribal, state, or federal] police, and (5) call [tribal, state, or
federal] police to report someone as missing. The first four statements are consistent with
previous willingness to report literature (e.g. Murphy & Barkworth, 2014) and the fifth
statement was added as it pertains directly to the MMIP crisis. We then turned the fourpoint Likert scale into a four-point scale where one (1) was equal to strongly disagree and
four (4) was equal to strongly agree. We added together each participants’ responses to
the five statements at the tribal, state, and federal level to create one willingness to report
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variable. Therefore, a higher score indicates a higher likeliness to report. A check of
reliability for willingness to report to tribal police showed a Cronbach alpha of 0.89. The
Cronbach alpha for willingness to report to state police was 0.92, and the Cronbach alpha
was 0.94 for willingness to report to federal police. These three Cronbach alphas are high
enough to indicate reliability in the creation of a single scale (Cortina, 1993).
Table 3. Dependent Variables Descriptive Statistics
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RESULTS
Trust in Police
The first research question was “How, if at all, do demographic factors and
procedural justice influence trust in police?” Given that trust in police was a dichotomous
variable, we utilized binary logistic regressions separately for trust in tribal, state, and
federal law enforcement. The demographic factors included in the analysis were sex, age,
whether the individual lived on a reservation, hate crime victimization, violent crime
victimization, property crime victimization, previous contact with law enforcement
(tribal, state, federal), and trust in police (tribal, state, federal). We controlled for
procedural justice as that has been shown to predict trust (Nix, Wolfe, Rojek, &
Kaminski, 2015). All blank or “prefer not to answer” responses were excluded from the
analysis.
As you can see in Table 3, trust in all law enforcement is very low with most
indicating distrust in law enforcement at the tribal level (66%), state level (69%), and
federal level (69%). Since there was a minimal number of participants who selected
“strongly agree” regarding their level of trust in police (n = 9 at tribal level, n = 5 at state
level, n = 5 at federal level), we changed trust in police into a bivariate variable. Table 4
shows the results for the binary logistic regression. The data shows as there is a positive
significant relationship between participants perceptions of procedural justice at the
tribal, state, and federal levels and trust in police. At the tribal level, holding all other
variables constant, each unit of increase along the procedural justice scale indicates
participants have 2.68 times the odds of trusting the police (p<0.001). Holding all else
constant, as the procedural justice scale increases, participants odds of trusting the state
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police go up by 2.20 (p<0.001). At the federal level, holding all other variables constant,
each unit of increase along the procedural justice scale indicates participants have 2.79
times the odds of trusting the police (p<0.001). Since most participants indicated a
distrust in police and due to the exploratory nature of this research, we looked at results
that fell below a p-value of 0.1 for a one-tailed test. A one-tailed test at the tribal level
shows that those who have had contact with the police have 60% less chance of trusting
them, all other variables held constant (p<0.088). A one-tailed test at the state level
shows for every increase in year of age, likelihood of trusting the police increases by
40%, holding all other variables constant (p<0.072).
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Table 4
Binary Logistic Model for Trust in Police
Tribal
Odds Ratio (s.e.)
Sex
0.33 (0.25)
Female
1.96 (2.34)
Two-Spirited

n
R-Squared

Age
Reservation
Hate Crime Victimization
Violent Crime Victimization
Property Crime Victimization
Previous Police Contact
Procedural Justice
Constant

0.87 (0.16)
1.75 (0.85)
1.13 (0.21)
0.75 (0.17)
1.19 (0.24)
0.41 (0.21)
2.68 (0.42)
0.00 (0.00)
185
0.3845

182
0.3714

0.78-1.69
0.39-2.30
0.64-1.30
0.70-1.74
0.59-1.30
0.41-2.83
2.02-3.86
4.35-0.00
0.72
-0.12
-0.49
0.42
-0.65
0.16
6.23***
-5.20***
1.15 (0.23)
0.95 (0.43)
0.92 (0.16)
1.10 (0.26)
0.88 (0.18)
1.08 (0.53)
2.79 (0.46)
0.00 (0.00)
0.97-2.01
0.28-1.50
0.59-1.14
0.86-1.91
0.63-1.29
0.41-2.39
1.70-2.85
0.00-0.02
1.8
-1.01
-1.19
1.22
-0.58
-0.02
6.01***
-4.46***

1.40 (0.26)
0.65 (0.28)
0.82 (0.14)
1.28 (0.26)
0.90 (0.16)
0.99 (0.45)
2.20 (0.29)
0.00 (0.00)

0.61-1.24
0.67-4.53
0.78-1.61
0.49-1.16
0.80-1.78
0.15-1.14
1.98-3.64
0.00-0.04

-0.76
1.15
0.64
-1.30
0.88
-1.71
6.34***
-4.07***
186
0.3013

0.30-9.02
0.47-60.6
0.57
1.35
1.64 (1.43)
5.32 (6.61)

0.20-3.21
0.36-29.3

-0.30
1.06

0.81 (0.57)
3.27 (3.66)

0.08-1/42
0.19-20.3

95% CI

-1.48
0.57

95% CI

Federal
Odds Ratio (s.e.) z

95% CI

State
Odds Ratio (s.e.) z

z

Table 4. Binary Logistic Model for Trust in Police

Willingness to Report
To analyze the second research question – “How, if at all, do demographic factors
and trust in police influence willingness to report?” – we ran a regression with
willingness to report as the dependent variable and demographic factors as the
independent variables. As shown in table 3, most Native American peoples are willing to
report to tribal police (66%), state police (61%), and federal police (62%). The
demographic factors included in the analysis were sex, age, whether the individual lived
on a reservation, hate crime victimization, violent crime victimization, property crime
victimization, previous contact with law enforcement (tribal, state, federal), and trust in
police (tribal, state, federal). All blank responses or “prefer not to answer” responses
were coded as missing and not included in the analysis.
Table 5 shows the results from the regression model. When looking at willingness
to report to tribal police, the data shows gender had a significant relationship on
willingness to report. Being female increases willingness to report by 1.85 compared to
males while holding all other variables constant (p<0.05). When running a one-tailed test,
controlling for all other variables, someone who is two-spirit is 2.56 units higher on
willingness to report to tribal police compared to males (p<0.070). When running a onetailed test, each year in age increases willingness to report to tribal police by 0.40
(p<0.53), controlling for all other variables. Trusting tribal police increases willingness to
report by 1.51 while holding all other variables constant (p<0.001). Findings are similar
when assessing willingness to report to state police. Again, being female increases
willingness to report by 2.06 compared to males, controlling for all other variables
(p<0.05). Trusting state police increases willingness to report to state police by 1.34,
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holding all other variables constant (p<0.05). When analyzing willingness to report to
federal police, there were four significant findings. Findings show, holding all other
variables constant, being female increases willingness to report by 3.19 (p<0.001) while
being two-spirit increases willingness to report to federal police by 4.29 (both compared
to men), holding all other variables constant (p<0.001). Living on a reservation increases
willingness to report to federal police by 1.32 compared to those who do not, controlling
for all other variables (p<0.05). Holding all other variables constant, indicating trust in
federal police increases willingness to report to federal police by 1.51 (p<0.001).
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n
R-Squared

Age
Reservation
Hate Crime Victimization
Violent Crime Victimization
Property Crime Victimization
Previous Police Contact
Trust in Police
Constant

0.40 (0.20)
0.77 (0.50)
0.19 (0.20)
0.24 (0.24)
-0.26 (0.22)
-0.30 (0.60)
1.51 (0.29)
8.95 (1.45)
185
0.195

Regressions for Willingness to Report
Tribal
Coefficient (s.e.)
Sex
1.85 (0.85)
Female
2.56 (1.40)
Two-Spirited

-0.12-0.82
0.22-2.42
-0.49-0.42
-0.21-0.87
-0.89-0.11
-1.40-0.95
.087-2.16
4.39-10.2
1.46
2.37*
-0.15
1.2
-1.55
-0.38
4.62***
4.96***
.346 (.238)
1.32 (.556)
-.035 (.229)
.331 (.275)
-.391 (.253)
-.226 (.597)
1.51 (.328)
7.29 (1.47)
-0.21-0.70
-0.55-1.68
-0.25-0.64
-0.29-0.73
-0.82-0.15
-2.30-0.17
0.70-1.98
6.52-13.0
1.08
1.00
0.87
0.86
-1.35
-1.7
4.13***
5.98***

0.25 (0.23)
0.56 (0.56)
0.20 (0.23)
0.22 (0.26)
-0.33 (0.25)
-1.06 (0.62)
1.34 (0.32)
9.74 (1.63)

-0.01-0.80
-0.23-1.77
-0.20-0.58
-0.24-0.71
-0.69-0.18
-1.50-0.89
0.94-2.09
6.08-11.8

1.94
1.53
0.97
0.99
-1.17
-0.50
5.19***
6.17***

182
0.2399

1.31-5.08
1.14-7.43
3.34***
2.69**
3.19 (.956)
4.29 (1.59)

0.19-3.92
-0.80-5.42

2.17*
1.46

2.06 (0.95)
2.31 (1.58)

0.18-3.52
-0.22-5.33

2.18*
1.82

186
0.1708

95% CI
t

Federal
Coefficient (s.e.)

95% CI

t

State
Coefficient (s.e.)

95% CI

t

Table 5 5. Regressions for Willingness to Report
Table

CONCLUSION
The current structure of the criminal justice system relies on trust and cooperation
between law enforcement agencies and citizens to combat crises such as MMIP.
Therefore, this paper examined two research questions: (1) how, if at all, do demographic
factors and procedural justice influence trust in police, (2) how, if at all, do demographic
factors and trust in police influence willingness to report. We examined each question
separately at the tribal, state, and federal level because of the jurisdiction complications
that exist when investigating MMIP cases. While there is some existing research on the
topics of trust in police and willingness to report, there is no research investigating these
two variables as it pertains to Native American peoples within the United States.
This study consisted of 294 participants who completed a survey aimed to better
understand knowledge of MMIP, trust in police, and willingness to report. We used
logistic and regression analysis to analyze the two research questions above. There are
three main findings from this research. First, findings show most Native American people
distrust tribal police (66%), state police (69%), and federal police (69%); and yet, most
Native American peoples are willing to report a crime to tribal police (66%), state police
(61%), and federal police (62%).
Interestingly, gender appeared to have the most impact on willingness to report.
When compared to males, females were more likely to report at all levels and two-spirit
peoples were more likely to report at the tribal and federal levels, holding all other
variables constant. Women and two-spirit peoples’ higher willingness to report could be
due to the disproportionately high victimizations rates they experience (Deer, 2015;
Lehavot, Walters, & Simoni, 2010; Rosay, 2016;). However, when interpreting these
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findings, it is important to keep in mind that 87% of the sample was comprised of women
and only 8% identified as men. Future research should focus on targeting more men and
two-spirited people. This could be achieved by reframing what is commonly known as
the missing and murdered Indigenous women crisis as the missing and murdered
Indigenous peoples crisis. This allows men, two-spirit, and gender non-conforming
individuals to report on their experiences of victimization and MMIP.
Additional findings on willingness to report showed living on a reservation had a
significant positive impact on willingness to report to federal police. This finding could
be a result of the jurisdiction complications that exist within Indian Country because the
federal government has jurisdiction over major crimes, such as murder and sexual assault,
occurring in Indian Country.
Second, findings show participants who believe police behave in fair and
predictable ways – perception of procedural justice – are more like to indicate trust in
police. This finding held true at the tribal, state, and federal level. This finding was also
consistent with previous trust in police literature (Jackson, Bradford, Stanko, & Hohl,
2012; Murphy et al., 2008; Murphy & Barkworth, 2014; Murphy & Cherney, 2012;
Murphy, Tyler, & Curtis, 2009; Sunshine & Tyler, 2003; Tyler & Fagan, 2008). Further,
those who have had contact with tribal police had less chance of trusting them, and for
every increase in year of age, likelihood of trust police decreased, holding all other
variables constant.
Third, consistent with previous literature, we found a rise in trust in police is
predicted by with a rise in willingness to report or cooperation (Nix, Wolfe, Rojek, &
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Kaminski, 2015; Tyler, 2005; Sunshine & Tyler, 2003). This finding was true at the
tribal, state, and federal level.
Based upon these three findings, it appears that Native peoples are willing to
overlook their distrust to cooperate with police. Cooperation with police means Native
peoples are willing to report crimes to police – including cases of missing persons – and
are willing to assist with investigations by providing police with any knowledge they may
have pertaining to a case. To encourage more cooperation with police, findings show
there needs to be an increase in trust and an increase in perceptions of procedural justice.
This would require a change in policing practices.
Importantly, this study asked individuals about their satisfaction level with
previous reports they have given police regarding missing or murdered persons. For
participants who have reported a missing person, 50% indicated they were very
dissatisfied with how law enforcement handled their report and 64% of participants who
reported a murdered person were very dissatisfied with how law enforcement handled the
report. In addition, the survey showed that when missing and murdered persons are
found, they are not normally found by law enforcement. Only one-fourth (25%) of
participants stated the missing person they knew was found by police. All other missing
persons (75%) were found by a community search party, family members, or by other
means. In the case of murdered persons, a little over one-third (37%) were found by
police. Meanwhile, all other murdered persons were found by a community search party
and family (37%) or by other means (26%). Participants who selected other primarily
stated the murdered person was found by a stranger, such as a kayaker, runner, or person
driving/walking by. These findings indicate there are changes that need to be made on
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behalf of law enforcement’s response to cases of missing and murdered persons to better
address the crisis of MMIP. Future qualitative research should be used to investigate law
enforcement’s response to these cases of missing and murdered persons. Future research
should also examine myths surroundings the crisis of MMIP. These myths should include
those held by police, advocacy groups, non-Native peoples, and Native American
peoples. This would allow for further transparency behind the root causes of MMIP.
The findings from this research can be utilized in a few main ways. First,
advocacy groups can use these findings to show Native American peoples are willing to
report to law enforcement at each level despite an overall lack of trust. This suggests a
lack of willingness to report on behalf of Native American peoples is not a contributing
factor in the MMIP crisis. Second, advocacy groups can use these research findings to
express the need to repair relationships between all law enforcement and Native peoples.
This requires police agencies to change their policing procedures to include more positive
procedural justice practices such as exercising neutrality in the decision-making process,
treating all citizens with respect, and giving citizens a voice in the decision-making
process (Tyler, 2005). This would also include the elimination of racial profiling (Tyler,
2005). When working with victims specifically, policing procedures should include
providing victims with any information requested, portraying non-blaming attitudes, and
following up on cases (Elliott, Thomas, & Ogloff, 2012; Wemmers, 1999).
There are a few important limitations to this study. The data provided comes from
a small sample size that was not representative. The data was a convenience sample
drawn from participants who have a Facebook account. This means the voices of those
without social media may have been missed. Since this is a convenience sample, it would
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require qualitative data to be generalizable to the population. Additionally, when
interpreting the findings regarding the impact of gender impact on willingness to report, it
is important to keep in mind that 87% of the sample was comprised of women and only
8% of Another limitation was the survey only assessed number of contacts with police
and did not assess whether these contacts were voluntary or involuntary as in Cao’s
(2014) initial study. Therefore, victimizations impact on trust could not be compared with
previous literature.
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Purpose of Report
There have been recent headlines and legislation to address the crisis of murdered and
missing Indigenous peoples (MMIP) (H.B. 1199, 2021; U.S. Department of the Interior
Indian Affairs, n.d.). While these new actions may make it seem like MMIP is a new
concern, Native people have been murdered and have gone missing since contact (Deer,
2015). Throughout history, Native American peoples have been missing or erased in
numerous capacities. The Indian Removal Act of 1830 forced thousands of Native
peoples to leave behind their homelands and relocate to land west of the Mississippi. This
became a blatant act of violence meant to systematically destroy Native culture and life,
and it resulted in the death of thousands (Bowes, 2014; Thornton, 1984). Native
American children were missing from their families as they were sent to boarding schools
where they were banned from practicing their Native traditions and languages meanwhile
being forced to conform to settler standards. Instances of sexual, physical, and emotional
abuse were utilized to punish children who refused to conform (Smith, 2005). These
historic realities have reinforced patterns of invisibility, erasure, and violence that have
resulted in the current MMIP phenomenon. Native people have not only been missing
physically, but they have been missing in historical literature, missing in the media,
missing in law enforcement records, and more (Urban Indian Health Institute, 2018). It is
only recently that missing and murdered cases are receiving sustained attention
(Sovereign Bodies Institute & Brave Heart Society, 2019). The majority of academic
literature on violence against Indigenous women has come out of Canada and Australia,
with less systematic examination of the United States (e.g. Andrews, 1997; Atkins, 2007;
Native Women’s Association of Canada, 2016; Savarese, 2017).
In the United States, the primary work on this issue has been done through Native
American grassroots efforts. There have been Native peoples at the forefront of
addressing violence against Native women and peoples long before MMIP gained
nationwide attention. For instance, in the 1990s, Matilda “Tillie” Black Bear and
Nugange were advocating for policy changes in the Violence Against Women Act and
creating organizations to protect Native women from violence, such as the White Buffalo
Calf Women’s Society (Tippeconnic, 2020). In a contemporary context, Urban Indian
Health Institute (UIHI) is comprised of Native American women working to provide
accurate research on MMIP and combat colonial institutions’ mediocre attempts to find a
solution (Urban Indian Health Institute, 2021). A second contemporary example is the
creation of Sovereign Bodies Institute (SBI), a nonprofit started by Southern Cheyenne
scholar Annita Lucchesi. SBI created an MMIWG2 database after recognizing a need for
a comprehensive data that tracks missing and murdered Indigenous women, girls, and
two-spirit peoples and allows Native nations to manage the collection and dissemination
of all data collected (Sovereign Bodies Institute, 2019). This project hopes to contribute
to this excellent work through supporting the collection of information that will be useful
for advocacy groups as they address the conditions that contribute to the violence against
Native peoples in the Great Plains region.
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Specifically, this report will utilize survey data to create an enhanced understanding of
MMIP in the six northern Great Plains states of Minnesota, Montana, Nebraska, North
Dakota, South Dakota, and Wyoming. Further, this report will examine the relationship
between the oppressed and the oppressor, as explained in Paulo Freire’s book Pedagogy
of the Oppressed. In his book, Freire explains that there is a tendency for oppressors
(colonizers) to blame the oppressed (colonized) for their problems or crises. Most
researchers think the solution to the ‘problem’ “lies within the Native American
individual or community rather than with other social or structural issues” (Smith, p.95).
When these ideas are applied to MMIP, it relays the idea that Native American peoples
are to blame for MMIP because of reasons such as lack of reporting to law enforcement.
Indeed, in early conversations with stake holders this victim blaming statement was made
several times to researchers. When used, the statement excuses police inaction and places
the onus of the trauma back on Native peoples. This report will examine the validity of
this statement through addressing three questions:
1. What is the prevalence of MMIP in the Great Plains region? Specifically, how many
people know of a person who has been murdered or gone missing?
2. How often are these cases reported to law enforcement and to which agencies?
3. How satisfied are people with law enforcement response?
To do so, the report will utilize data from a survey intended to measure Indigenous
peoples’ trust in police and willingness to report to answer the three questions specified
above. Findings suggest most Indigenous peoples knew someone who was murdered or
who has been considered missing. Findings further suggest the belief that cases of MMIP
are not investigated because they are not reported is a myth. Prior to these findings, a
review of existing literature will explain the origins of MMIP within settler colonialism
and how the phenomenon has since been carried out through systematic measures.

A Note On Terms
This report will utilize the term Native American most commonly, as this is the selfidentification term utilized by many people in the Great Plains region. Further, there are
many different ways of referring to the murdered and missing phenomenon. Frequently,
murdered and missing women or murdered and missing women and girls is utilized
(Sovereign Bodies Institute & Brave Heart Society, 2019; Urban Indian Health Institute,
2018). This report does not use this term because we do not restrict to women or girls in
our questions, allowing for individuals to report on their murdered or missing men, boys,
Two-Spirit, or gender nonconforming relatives. To reflect this, we will use murdered and
missing people (MMIP) throughout the report.

Literature Review
The intersection of colonialism, racism, and gaps in federal Indian policy has left Native
Americans vulnerable to violence, creating the crisis of MMIP. An examination of
empirical data will show the disproportionately high rates of violence against Native
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American peoples compared to non-Natives. A review of initial literature will explain
what is currently know about the reasons for this disproportionately high rate of violence.
First, we will examine the nationwide data problem that exists due to data collection
barriers. The literature will then examine how federal Indian policies have created a
jurisdictional maze between tribal, state, and federal governments which can lead to
prosecution challenges. Finally, we will look at law enforcement barriers (including the
racism experiences by Native peoples) and the impact on the MMIP crisis.

Data Collection Barriers
Empirical data reveals the disproportionate representation of this violence towards Native
Americans compared to non-Native Americans (Rosay, 2016). A report published in
2016 by the National Institute of Justice stated 84.3% of American Indian or Alaska
Native women and 81.6% of American Indian or Alaska Native men would experience
violence during their lifetime (Rosay, 2016). Sexual violence has been a tool of
oppression and genocide since contact. As Historian Albert L. Hurtado notes, when
colonial forces entered the United States, “ʻPart of the invading population was imbued
with a conquest mentality, fear and hatred of Indians that in their minds justified the rape
of Indian women’” (Deer, 2015, p. 33). Native American women were oversexualized as
“Native princesses” and Native “squaws” making it easier to justify sexual violence
carried out against them. Sexual violence was viewed as a “military tactic” (Simpson,
2017). It ushered in all-consuming harm and humiliation that destroys an individuals’
emotional ability to resist attack (Simpson, 2017). It contributed to the forced
displacement and substantial land loss endured by Native peoples as colonial forces raped
both Native American individuals and Native American land (Deer, 2015). Today, 56.1%
of American Indian or Alaskan Native women will experience sexual violence, as will
27.5% of American Indian or Alaska Native men (Rosay, 2016). When thinking about
MMIP specifically, UIHI reported that in 2016 the National Crime Information Center
had 5,712 reports of missing Native women in the United States. At the same time, the
Department of Justice missing persons database, the National Missing and Unidentified
Persons System, logged only 116 cases (Urban Indian Health Institute, 2018).
Due to the lack of a centralized database tracking MMIP, a nationwide data problem has
been exposed. As a result, it is difficult to fully estimate the prevalence of MMIP (Urban
Indian Health Institute, 2018). The UIHI report on 71 urban cities aimed to identify data
collection barriers related to documenting MMIP. The report revealed the primary factor
was inconsistent data collection by state law enforcement agencies. For example, some
state law enforcement agencies were not tracking missing women at all. Other agencies
merely reported cases from memory with no paper or digital record. Another factor in the
collection of data was the racial misclassification of Indigenous women. Stereotypes of
Indigenous peoples also hindered adequate data collection (Urban Indian Health Institute,
2018; Unmasking the hidden crisis, 2019). For example, law enforcement has previously
ignored reported missing persons cases because the missing person was affiliated with the
wrong group of people or used drugs and alcohol (Unmasking the hidden crisis, 2019).
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This indicates Native peoples are under accounted for in law enforcement records and
databases due to many conditions.

Jurisdictional Maze
Native land loss through federal Indian policies, such as the Dawes Act of 1887, led to a
jurisdictional maze between tribal, state, and federal governments. Until recently, tribal
governments did not have jurisdiction over non-tribal peoples who raped Native
American individuals (Prucha, 2000). Present-day legislation moved to address this
concern by allowing tribes authority over non-tribal peoples with close ties to the tribe –
as in the case of Natives married to a tribal member – but the legislation still falls short in
many areas (Cardick, 2012; Griffith, 2015). The policies impacting jurisdiction
complications the most include the cases of Ex Parte Crow Dog and Oliphant v.
Suquamish Indian Tribe and the Major Crimes Act of 1885. Additional information about
jurisdiction barriers can be found in The Beginning and End of Rape by Sarah Deer
(2015).

Law Enforcement Barriers
Racism identified within the criminal justice system – specifically law enforcement –
further amplifies a negative relationship with Native American peoples living in Indian
Country (Campagna, 2016). Law enforcement’s inability to deliver adequate services to
Native families both on and off-reservation is due to many factors including inadequate
numbers of law enforcement on reservation lands, inadequate funding to tribal police
departments, over incarceration, lack of modern facilities, and disproportionately high
numbers of deadly police encounters and traffic stops and searches (Deer, 2020; Urban
Indian Health Institute, 2018). Law enforcement’s lack of response is evident through
findings that 32% of Native American adults reported experiencing discrimination from
both the courts and law enforcement (French, 2005). Native Americans are more likely to
be involved in traffic stops and searches, face disproportionate levels of
overincarceration, and are 3.1 times more likely to be killed by police than white
Americans (Deer, 2020).
The above data shows Native peoples face obstacles at numerous points within the
criminal justice system. Native peoples are under accounted for in the data. Native
Americans face a jurisdictional maze between tribal, state, and federal governments and
face high rates of racism by law enforcement officers. The initial literature elucidates the
significance of missing and murdered Indigenous peoples. This report will build upon the
initial understanding by explaining findings from unique data collection. The next section
will describe the data background and study methodology. We will then review the
findings by addressing the three questions posed above. This includes the examination of:
(1) the prevalence of MMIW in six northern Great Plains states, (2) frequency of
reporting to law enforcement, and (3) satisfaction law enforcement’s response.
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Data Background
The partnership with Native Women’s Society of the Great Plains (NWS) plays a pivotal
role in creating high-quality data that Native peoples and communities can use to
understand MMIP better. A full partnership between researchers and Native
organizations is essential, especially since research has historically been utilized as a
form of dehumanization (Smith, 2012). White researchers have defined what type of
research and methodologies are correct; yet these methods and perspectives have
continued to exploit Indigenous peoples. As a result, Native Americans are among the
most heavily researched demographic group, but little of that research has resulted in real
changes to their lived experience (Smith, 2012). Elizabeth Cook-Lynn (Crow Creek
Dakota) proposes there are two principles that should guide Native-focused research: (1)
Indigenousness, and (2) sovereignty. This report aims to protect Native American
sovereignty, particularly in the context of MMIP, by allowing Native American advocacy
groups to utilize the study’s results to deconstruct false colonial claims.
Specifically, this research project was developed through a partnership between the
Native Women’s Society of the Great Plains and researchers at the University of South
Dakota (USD) and University of Colorado Colorado Springs (UCCS). The researchers
offer their training and skills to address questions that the organization and its
membership have identified as vital to advancing their work to address violence against
Native peoples.

Native Women’s Society of the Great Plains
The Native Women’s Society (NWS) of the Great Plains, Reclaiming Our Sacredness, is
a coalition of domestic violence and/or sexual assault programs committed to the
reclamation of the sacred status of women. The Society offers a vision that ends domestic
and sexual violence against Native women, in all aspects – a vision of change. The
Society works to support and strengthen sisterhood and local advocacy and program
development efforts through culturally specific education, technical assistance training,
and resource implementation. Member organizations of the Native Women’s Society are
committed to ending all forms of violence and will actively support the mission of this
organization. NWS spans six states, has membership on 21 Sovereign nations, and has
one Native Technical College member that serves many students from several tribal
nations. The efforts of NWS are led by Carmen O’Leary. Carmen O’Leary – a member of
Cheyenne River Sioux Tribe – is the Director of NWS. Her work has been based on
safety for Native women and their children in various capacities.

University Partners
This work is part of a larger partnership between NWS and USD and UCCS. Bridget
Diamond-Welch (USD) and Anna Kosloski (UCCS), have met with NWS and its
members to discuss issues relating to violence against Native peoples and what
information is needed by the organization. Dr. Diamond-Welch is the associate director
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for the Center for Rural Health Improvement and her research specializes on systematic
causes and responses to violence. Dr. Kosloski is an Associate Professor in the School of
Public Affairs and researches the intersection of gender, race, social class & violence.
Student researchers, Abi Montgomery (UCCS) and Anna Doering (USD), have assisted
with these projects. Montgomery, while still continuing with this project, has graduated
with her Master’s in criminal justice and is pursuing a career in anti-human trafficking.
Doering will be attending Indiana University to pursue a Master of Public Affairs.
In the course of these conversations and initial data collection, Doering identified Native
peoples’ trust and willingness to report to law enforcement as an important avenue to
explore. To assist with her thesis work, Doering included (USD) Drs. Elise Boxer and
Thomas Mrozla. Dr. Boxer is an Associate Professor in History and Native American
Studies, Director of the Institute of American Indian Studies and specializes in
Indigenous histories, theories, methodologies, including settler colonialism. Dr. Mrozla is
an Assistant Professor of Criminal Justice in the Department of Political Science at USD
who specializes in police misconduct and accountability.
After conversing about the project with Carmen O’Leary, Doering and committee
designed and implemented the data collection for this report (described below). With
O’Leary’s approval, Doering will be utilizing findings from this research for her
undergraduate honor’s thesis and for subsequent presentations and papers. All products
will be reviewed and considered for approval by O’Leary prior to any dissemination.

Study Methodology
A survey was designed to assess Indigenous peoples’ trust in police and willingness to
report cases. This project will first include the information gathered in relation to the
sample description of the study population. The following analysis will include
measures related to the three questions. These include the second section on prevalence
which includes questions on personal experience with missing and murdered Indigenous
persons (did they know someone, who was this person, etc.). Third, to address questions
related to reporting to law enforcement, participants were asked about whether they
reported, why they did or did not report, who they reported to, and how quickly they
reported. Fourth, to assess satisfaction with law enforcement participants were asked
about satisfaction and the outcome of the case. The sections below will address these four
topics in order.
The resulting survey was approved by the Institutional Review Board at the University of
South Dakota and distributed through a targeted Facebook advertisement. The
advertisement targeted individuals 18 and above who lived in Minnesota, Montana,
Nebraska, North Dakota, South Dakota, and Wyoming. The Facebook advertisement
allowed individuals to access the survey through a link in the description or by texting
MMIP to a five-digit number. If they chose to text MMIP, participants received an
automated message with the survey link or participants could type in their address to
receive a physical copy of the survey along with a prepaid envelope. To take the survey,
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participants were required to be 18 or above and identify as Indigenous. Participants who
completed the survey were entered into a drawing to receive one of twenty gift cards for
$25 each. All contact information was kept separate from participant surveys.
A total of 413 surveys were collected. One hundred and nine (109) responses were
excluded from the analysis because there were no responses to the survey questions or
because the response only contained demographic information. Ten (10) responses were
deleted because the participant(s) either did not identify as Indigenous or did not select
‘American Indian,’ ‘Alaska Native,’ or Native Hawaiian or other Pacific Islander’ as their
racial group and specified that their tribal affiliation was outside the United States. Four
responses were excluded because they did not reside in one of the six northern Great
Plains states. The resulting sample was 290 participants. Participants were not required to
answer all the questions and ten (10) question had a ‘prefer not to answer’ option. ‘Prefer
not to answer’ was not included in the analysis. Some variables – such as tribal affiliation
– were placed into broad categories to avoid participants identification.

Sample Description
This section will provide a description of all the individuals who anonymously responded
to the “Trust in Police and Willingness to Report” survey. There were 290 participants
included in the analysis. Respondent’s demographic information (sex, age, state of
residence, and tribal affiliation) will be discussed below.

Sex and Age
The majority of respondents (87%) identified as female (see Figure 1). One (1)
participant did not answer. Most participants indicated they were between the ages of 35
– 44 (36%) and 45 – 54 (25%) (see Figure 2). One (1) participant did not respond.
Figure 2. Participant Age

Figure 1. Participant Sex
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State of Residence
All participants lived within the six Great Plains states that NWS serves. The majority
were in Minnesota and South Dakota residents (86, 30% each), with the fewest in
Wyoming (9, 3%).
Figure 3. Participant State of Residence
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Tribal Affiliation
Participants were asked to identify their tribal affiliation. We grouped their responses into
four (4) different categories (see Figure 4). The majority identifying as Sioux (123, 45%).
Sioux included: Cheyenne River Sioux, Crow Creek, Fort Peck Sioux, Oglala Lakota,
Lower Brule Sioux, Northern Cheyenne, Rosebud Sioux, Santee Sioux, Sisseton
Wahpeton, Spirit Lake Nation, Standing Rock Sioux, and Yankton Sioux. The next large
group was Ojibwe (82, 30%). Ojibwe included: Bois Forte Band of Chippewa, Chippewa
Cree, Fond du Lac Band of Lake Superior Chippewa, Leech Lake Band of Ojibwe, Mille
Lacs Band of Ojibwe, Red Lake Nation, St. Croix Band of Chippewa, Turtle Mountain
Band of Chippewa, and White Earth Nation.
Besides these two large categories, 10 participants (4%) provided multiple tribal
affiliations, and two (2) said they were not enrolled. To avoid providing potentially
identify information, all other participants (59, 21%) are included in the “other” category.
These individuals indicated they were: Assiniboine, Arapaho, Blackfeet, Cherokee,
Confederation Salish and Kootenai Tribes, Creek, Gros Ventre, Mestiza, Mohawk,
Navajo, Omaha, Sarcee, Shawnee, Shinnecock, Shoshone, Tap Pilam Coahuiltecan,
Three Affiliated Tribes, Winnebago, and Yaqui. Twelve individuals chose not to respond
to this question.
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Figure 4. Participant Tribal Affiliation
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Figure 5. Reservation of Residence for Participants Who Indicated Living on Reservation Land.
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About half of the survey participants (149, 51%) identified as living on reservation land.
The other 49% of participants (135) indicated that they lived off reservation. The below
figure (5) shows the number indicating each reservation listed. Five (5) participants were
grouped into the “other” category because each participant identified a unique
reservation. To avoid potential participant identification, those five unique reservations
will not be listed. Five (5) did not respond. The most common reservation was Pine
Ridge (17, 12%) followed by Rocky Boy (14, 10%).

Prevalence of Missing and Murdered Indigenous Peoples
The section examines survey responses about MMIP. Survey participants were asked to
indicate whether they knew someone that is, or has been in the past, someone they
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considered missing or murdered. If they answered yes, they were asked a series of
questions including their relationship to the victim, whether the victim has been found,
who found the victim, and whether they reported the missing or murdered individual to
authorities. If the participant reported the case, they were asked which law enforcement
agency they contacted, how they contacted the law enforcement agency, how soon they
contact law enforcement after the crime occurred, and how satisfied they were with how
law enforcement handled the report. If the participant did not report the missing or
murdered individual, they were asked to why they chose not to report. Participants who
did not know anyone that is, or has been, considered to be missing or murdered were
asked to indicate how likely they would be to report it if the situation arose and to whom
they would report.

Knowledge of Missing and Murdered Indigenous People
The majority of participants (198, 69%) knew someone that is (or was) missing or
murdered. There were 52 participants who indicated they did not know someone, and 40
participants selected “prefer not to answer.” Figure 6 displays which of the 198
participants knew someone who was missing versus how many knew someone who was
murdered.
When looking at the overlap of those participants who knew both a missing and murdered
individual, data showed most people (130) knew someone who is (or was) missing and
someone who has been murdered. This makes it clear knowledge of someone who is (or
was) missing or was murdered is commonplace, indicating that MMIP is highly
prevalent. There should be some caution when using these numbers to estimate
prevalence, as people who knew someone who is (or was) missing or was murdered may
have self-selected into the survey.
Figure 6. Participant Knowledge of Missing or Murdered Indigenous Peoples
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Relationship of Participant to Missing and/or Murdered Peoples
Participants’ relationship to the missing person(s) is shown in Figure 7. There were nine
(9) participants who preferred not to answer. Participant responses were categorized into
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familial, non-familial, or themselves. There were 14 respondents (9%) who indicated
multiple relationships, which implies they know more than one missing person.
Participants’ relationship to the murdered person(s) is shown in Figure 8. There were six
(6) participants who preferred not to answer, and the same categories above were utilized.
Among those who did answer, 50% stated that the murdered individual was a family
member. There were 18 (12%) participants who specified multiple different relationships
implying they know more than one murdered person.
The familial category included the following responses: child, cousin, in-law,
niece/nephew, parent, sibling, and aunt/uncle.
Figure 8. Relationship to Murdered Person
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Reporting to Law Enforcement
Those participants (n = 167) who indicated knowing someone that is, or was in the past,
someone they would consider to be missing were asked whether they reported the
missing person(s). There were 26 participants who preferred not to answer. For those
who did answer, 52 (47%) stated they did report to law enforcement while the majority of
respondents (89, 63%) did not report the missing person(s). In the below sections, we will
review the reasons people gave for not reporting. Following this, we will explore the
choices made by those who did report.
Reasons Not Reported
Table 2 displays why the 89 respondents chose not to report the missing person. Five (5)
people did not respond. As the table shows, while most people did not report, the reason
they gave for not reporting was largely due to law enforcement already knowing about
the case. This was because the case was already reported (55, 65%). Only few people
chose not to report because they felt they could not (not in the area, too young, not
directly involved, didn’t trust the police). This indicates that the majority of people who
learn of a missing person will report if the police do not already know about the case.
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Table 2. Reasons Why Participants Did Not Report Missing Person(s) to Law Enforcement

Response
Already reported
Unaware at the time
Not in the area
No trust in law enforcement
Not directly involved
It was on the news
Too young
Already reported/Deterred by law enforcement
Individual was murdered
This was their lifestyle
I don't know

Total Percentage
55
65%
11
14%
4
5%
3
4%
3
4%
2
2%
2
2%
1
1%
1
1%
1
1%
1
1%

When those participants (n= 154) who knew someone that is, or was in the past, someone
they would consider to be murdered were asked if they reported the murdered person(s),
90 (75%) of the participants indicated that they did not report. Thirty (30, 25%) of the
participants showed that they did report and a total of 28 preferred not to answer. Table 3
displays why the 90 participants chose not to report the murdered person. Two (2) people
did not respond. As the table shows, while most people did not report, the reason they
gave for not reporting was largely due to law enforcement already knowing about the
case. This was either because the case was already reported (42, 48%) or because police
had already found the murdered person (12, 14%). Only few people chose not to report
because they felt they could not (not directly involved, not in the area, too young, didn’t
trust the police). This indicates that the majority of people who learn of a murdered
person will report if the police do not already know about the case.
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Table 3. Reasons Why Participants Did Not Report Murdered Person(s) to Law Enforcement

Response
Already reported
Already found
Unaware at the time
Not directly involved
Not in the area
Police had already contact the family of the victim
Too young
Friend did a home safety check
No trust in police
Police did not take action
Police shot & killed victim
Knew who killed victim & was afraid they would flee if reported

Total

Percentage
42
48%
12
14%
10
12%
8
9%
5
6%
3
3%
3
3%
1
1%
1
1%
1
1%
1
1%
1
1%

Making a Report
Figure 10 shows to which agency/agencies participants (n =
52) reported the missing person(s). Four participants did not
respond. Twenty-one participants selected multiple agencies.
The responses for those who selected “other” included
reporting to family member, posting on social media,
bringing flyers to police stations, and utilizing rescue and
recovery dog teams. Participants were also asked to indicate
the primary law enforcement agency they contacted about
the missing person. Most participants (27, 57%) who
reported a missing person(s) primary contacted tribal law
enforcement. Nineteen participants (41%) listed state law
enforcement as their primary contact and one participant
(2%) indicated federal law enforcement. Five (5) participants
did not respond.
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Figure 10. Agencies Contacted for
Missing Person(s) Reports
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As for those who reported a murdered person(s) (n=30), ten
indicated that they reported to multiple agencies while six
did not respond (Figure 11). The 28 participants who
responded to whom they primarily contacted were evenly
split between tribal law enforcement (14, 50%) and state law
enforcement (14, 50%).

Figure 11. Agencies Contacted for
Murdered Person(s) Reports
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There were 52 participants who indicated that they did not
know someone that is, or has been, considered to be
missing or murdered. All participants (51) indicated they
would report the case if the situation arose. One (1) did not
respond. These participants were asked who they would
report to if the situation did arise (Figure 12). One (1)
participant did not respond. Seven (7) participants
indicated they would report to multiple agencies. Those
who selected “other” said they would contact family
members, community leaders, pastors, missing persons
database, or whichever agency best applies to the situation.
This shows that hypothetically these are participants are as
likely to contact state and tribal law enforcement and less
likely to report to federal law enforcement.

Figure 12. Agencies Participants Would
Contact for Missing/Murdered Report
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Also of interest is how participants reported to law enforcement, how quickly participants
reached out to law enforcement, and how participants reported to law enforcement.
Nearly half of respondents (48%) who knew a missing person(s) and a little more than
half (57%) of respondents who knew a murdered person(s) indicated that they reached
out to law enforcement as soon as they realized the person was missing or murdered.
Figure 13 shows how soon participants contacted law enforcement after the person(s)
went missing. Five (5) participants did not respond. Figure 14 displays how soon
participants contacted law enforcement after the person(s) was murdered. Four (4)
participants did not respond.
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Figure 13. How Soon Participants Contacted Law Enforcement
After the Person(s) Was Missing

30
25

25

20
15
10

7

7

3

5

4
1

0

As soon Within Within Within a Within a After
as I 24 hours 24-48 week month more
realized
hours
than a
month

Went to
police
station/talked
with an
officer
29%

18
16
14
12
10
8
6
4
2
0

17

4

3

2
0

0

As soon Within Within Within a Within a After
as I 24 hours 24-48 week month more
realized
hours
than a
month

Figure 16. How Participants Contacted Police to Report a
Murdered Person(s)

Figure 15. How Participants Contacted Police to Report a
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Participants were asked how they contacted police to report the missing or murdered
person(s). Figure 15 shows almost two-thirds of participants (65%) who knew a missing
person stated they called police to report the individual. Twenty-nine percent (29%) of
participants went to the police station to report or talked to a police officer. A few
participants indicated calling the missing person’s family (4%) or using social media
(2%). Five (5) participants stated multiple different methods used to contact the police.
Six (6) did not respond.
Figure 16 shows how participants contacted police to report a murdered person(s). Most
participants (21, 75%) contacted police by phone call. Six participants (6, 21%) went to
the police station or talked with a police officer. One participant (1, 4%) stated they
contacted a family friend. Two (2) did not respond.
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Satisfaction with Law Enforcement
Participants’ satisfaction level with how law enforcement handled their missing and/or
murdered person(s) report is key to the analysis. Figure 17 displays participants
satisfaction level with their missing person(s) report. Four (4) participants did not
indicate their satisfaction level with their missing person(s) report. Figure 18 displays
participants satisfaction level with their murdered person(s) report, and two participants
did not respond. As both figures indicate, satisfaction with law enforcement is very low
with 24 (50%) of those who reported someone missing and 18 (64%) those who reported
someone murdered indicating they were very dissatisfied.
Figure 17. Participants’ Level of Satisfaction with How Law
Enforcement Handled Missing Person(s) Report

Figure 18. Participants’ Level of Satisfaction with How Law
Enforcement Handled Murdered Person(s) Report
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Case Outcome
Finally, we asked about how the case ended. Was the person found? How did this occur?
For participants who knew a missing person(s) (n = 167), most (85, 52%) stated the
person was not found. Seventy-seven (77, 48%) said the missing person was found, and
five (5) participants preferred not to answer. Participants who knew a murdered person(s)
(n = 154) primarily indicated the person was found (130, 90%), and 15 participants said
the person was not found. Nine (9) participants preferred not to answer.
Figures 19 and 20 display who found the missing and/or murdered person(s),
respectively. Participants could check all choices that applied.
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Very
dissatisfied

Of the 77 people who indicated that the missing
person was found, only one-quarter reported the
missing person was by police. The other threefourths of participants indicated the missing person
was found by a community search party, by family,
or by other means. Those who selected “other”
primarily indicated that strangers found the missing
person, or the missing person returned home.
Twelve (12) participants indicated multiple
people/agencies. One (1) participant did not reply.

Figure 19. Who Found the Missing Person(s)
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As for whom found the murdered person(s) (n= 130),
a little over one-third (37%) indicated the person was
found by police. Another 37% said the person was
found by either a community search party or family.
Twenty six percent (26%) selected other. Responses
by participants who indicated “other” mainly cited
strangers such as kayakers, runners, people driving
by, or people out for walks. Seventeen (17)
participants selected multiple people/agencies. Three
(3) did not answer.

Figure 20. Who Found the Murdered Person(s)
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Conclusion
The report utilized survey data collected through a targeted Facebook advertisement to
better understand the crisis of MMIP throughout the six northern Great Plains states:
Montana, Minnesota, Nebraska, North Dakota, South Dakota, and Wyoming. Through a
partnership between the Native Women’s Society of the Great Plains and researchers at
the University of South Dakota, we obtained 413 survey responses and 290 met the
qualifying criteria from which the following conclusions were drawn. The survey aimed
to answer three primarily questions:
1. What is the prevalence of MMIP in the Great Plains region? Specifically, how many
people know of a person who has been murdered or gone missing?
2. How often are these cases reported to law enforcement? Which law enforcement
agencies are they reporting to?
3. How satisfied are people with law enforcement response?
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First, findings show most participants knew someone this is, or was, someone they would
consider to be missing or murdered (198, 68%). There were 167 participants who knew
someone who had gone missing and 154 participants who knew someone who had been
murdered. Most participants (130) indicated knowledge of someone who was both
missing and murdered. This shows the phenomenon of MMIP is highly prevalent
throughout Native communities.
Second, most participants did not report the missing or murdered case, but only because it
had already been reported. As in the case of missing persons, 55 of the 89 (65%)
participants did not report because it had already been reported and 42 of the 90 (48%)
participants who did not report a murdered person cited the same reasoning. In all cases
of those who did report, participants primarily reported to tribal and state law
enforcement with around 10% of participants reporting to multiple agencies. Reporting to
multiple agencies is important because of jurisdiction complications between tribal, state,
and federal law enforcement. Findings suggest jurisdiction is an issue when investigating
and prosecuting these cases because reports are being filed at each level. This finding
suggests that the reason law enforcement do not respond to MMIP cases is because the
cases are not reported is a myth. Native American peoples are reporting missing and
murdered cases. The responsibility now lies with law enforcement to adequately respond
to these reports.
Third, most participants were very dissatisfied with how law enforcement handled their
missing or murdered persons report. This is significant because of the historically
negative relationship between law enforcement and tribal nations (Campagna, 2016).
Data shows this negative relationship continues to persist today. This negative
relationship is likely heightened by the lack of response from law enforcement. As the
data shows, the majority of missing and murdered individuals are found by the
community (54% of missing and 37% of murdered) and not law enforcement. As these
results show, Native people continually call on law enforcement for support. This is an
opportunity for law enforcement to reinvest in Native communities to begin the process
of earning back trust.
There are some limitations to this data set. The data provided comes from a small sample
size. The data was a convenience sample drawn from the internet rather than a
representative sample. This means the voices of those without social media may have
been missed. Since this is a convenience sample, it would require qualitative data to be
generalizable to the population. This sample also only focused on those living in the six
northern Great Plains states and is not applicable to Native Americans across the United
States.
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